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L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The named inventor has assigned all ownership rights in the pending application to XM 
Satellite Radio, 1500 Eckington Place, NE, Washington DC, 20002-2194, which is the real party 
in interest. 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

The appellants, their legal representatives , and the assignee are not aware of any other 
pending appeals or interferences which will directly affect or be directly affected by, or have a 
bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 
IIL STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-19 are currently pending in this application and claims 20-72 have been 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer to the subject matter thereof Claims 1-19 stand 
rejected. The rejection of claims 1-19 is being appealed. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No claim amendments have been made in this application in response to either Office 
Action. Thus, the original status of the claims in this application is as set forth above and in 
Appendix A. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The present invention relates to methods for charging advertising fees as well as 
evaluating the success of advertisements. The methods recited in independent claims 1,6, 11, 
and 18 relate to broadcasting an advertisement and receiving feedback from consumers/listeners 
via electronic indications after the user has observed the advertisement, thus allowing interactive 
feedback to broadcast advertising. Exemplary embodiments detailing user feedback utilizing 
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electronic indications is described at least in paragraphs 0036-0065 of the specification, which 
also reference Figs. 3-6. The description of utilizing the above-described user interaction to 
charge advertising fees appears in paragraphs 0075-0090, which also refer to Figs. 3-6. 

Specifically regarding claim 1, this claim relates to a method for charging advertising 
fees based upon electronic indications received from users who observe or otherwise encounter 
the broadcast advertisement. 

Claim 6 relates to a method for evaluating the effectiveness of a broadcast advertisement 
whereby the electronic indications received for each of a pair of advertisements are compared to 
determine which advertisement is more effective. 

Claim 1 1 relates to a method for charging advertising fees whereby a unique identifier is 
broadcast with the advertisement and the unique identifier is then recorded in memory to indicate 
a user's interest in the advertisement. The unique identifier is then transferred to a central hub 
which then charges a sponsor of the advertisement each time the identifier is downloaded to the 



Claim 18 also relates to a method for charging advertising fees involving broadcast of a 
unique program identifier with the broadcast advertisement, receiving a wireless order message 
that references the unique program identifier and then charging a fee each time a wireless order 
message is received that references the unique program identifier. 
VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Claims 1-19 are pending in the present application. Claims 1-3, 5, 18, and 19 stand 
rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Noreen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,303,393) in view of Logan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,199,076); claim 4 stands rejected under 35 



hub. 
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use § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Noreen et al. in view of Logan et al. and fiirther in 
view of Crosby et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,628,928); claims 6-10 stand rejected under 35 USC § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Noreen et al. in view of Parrella et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,507,764); and claims 11-17 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Noreen et al. in view of Steele et al. (U.S. Published Patent Application No. 2002/0046084 Al) 
and further in view of Crosby et al. and Logan et al. 
VII. ARGUMENT 

A. Introduction 

The present application discloses methods for charging advertising fees in an interactive 
broadcasting environment, in general, with specifically embodied, but not limiting, examples in 
the satellite radio broadcast realm. More specifically, the present invention concerns utilizing 
interactive broadcasting to allow an entity to receive real-time feedback regarding the success of 
advertising and subsequently using that feedback to compare various advertisements to one 
another. While Applicants agree that the general concept of interactive advertising is taught by 
Noreen, Applicants submit that the concepts of charging advertising fees and assessing 
advertisement success based upon the quantity of electronic indications received cannot be 
obtained from the combination of Noreen with any of the cited references as asserted by the 
Examiner. 

B. The § 103 Rejection of Claims 1-3, 5, 18, and 19 as Unpatentable over 
Noreen and Logan Is Improper 

1. The Combination of Noreen and Logan Does Not Result in the 
Claimed Invention 
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Regarding the rejection of independent claims 1 and 18 and their respective dependent 
claims 2, 3, 5, and 19, Applicants assert that the suggested combination of Logan and Noreen 
cannot result in the claimed method of claims 1 and 18. The Examiner attempts to argue that 
Logan teaches an advertising fee charging scheme similar to that recited claims 1 and 18. This 
argument, however, is not supported by the disclosure of Logan. Logan teaches a method of 
providing content to a user that is pre-selected by the user or based upon preferences submitted 
by the user. (Logan, col. 2, lines 6-10.) Along with that content, advertisements can be sent to 
that specific user based on the user's preferences. (Logan, col. 8, lines 20-24.) 

The user obtains a benefit by choosing to listen to advertising in the form of reduced fees 
for using the programming service offered by Logan. (Logan, col. 11, lines 22-28.) The user 
may choose to listen to an entire advertisement or may skip past any advertisement if the user is 
not interested in the content of the advertisement. (Logan, col. 8, lines 57-61). The system of 
Logan then charges the advertiser a royalty fee based upon the number of times a specific 
advertisement is listened to, or possibly by a total amount of play time. (Logan, col. 21, lines 25- 
60.) In any event, such advertising is linked to program content or other user preferences and is 
only offered to that particular user, i.e., it is not "broadcast." 



The method of claim 1 includes, inter alia, "broadcasting an advertisement for a sponsor 
in a broadcast." Broadcasting, as defined in Webster's II New College dictionary, defines 
broadcast as: 1 . to transmit a radio or television program; and 2. to make known over a wide 
area. The term "broadcast," as used in Applicants' invention, is intended to refer to 



a. 



The Logan Reference Does Not Involve the Claimed 
Broadcasting 
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programming selected by the content provider and broadcast for simultaneous play to a number 
of users who all receive the same programming. 

Contrary to the Examiner's position regarding the Logan reference, Logan does not 
involve "broadcasting" as defined in Webster's nor as intended by Applicants. Logan's 
programming, including advertising, is selected by a user and the particular content is played 
only for that user. All possible content is resident somewhere within the system and is selected 
individually for downloading and/or playback by the user. Logan teaches posting content and 
delivering it to individual users, but the system itself does not select content and broadcast that 
same content to all of the users of the system. 

The entire system of Logan is based upon built-in user interaction with a download 
service via the Internet. An administrator of this type of content delivery does not encounter the 
same kind of problems associated with assessing advertising fees in the broadcast environment. 
Logan further teaches that advertising is then linked to programming based upon content 
matches between the programming and the advertising to better target advertising to users who 
may be interested. 

In fact, Logan specifically states that its system of providing programming content over 
the intemet is an improvement over broadcast radio because of the fact that a user listening to 
broadcast radio does not have the ability to select specific content and is bound by the content 
broadcast by a specific broadcaster. See Logan et al., col. 1, lines 16-30. Accordingly, Logan's 
user-specific programming deals with an entirely different realm of providing content. Logan's 
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users select specific content and advertising in advance and that advance selection provides a 
basis for charging an advertising fee. 

The present method involves interactive broadcasting allowing users to indicate interest 
in a specific advertisement or product after observing t he advertisement, and then charging the 
advertiser a fee based upon an actual indication of advertisement success (e.g., claim 1 recites 
"broadcasting an advertisement" that "includes an identifier," "receiving a quantity of electronic 
indications. . .that reference the identifier," and "charging the sponsor a fee based on the quantity 
of indications that are received."). Thus, the two methods simply do not equate and therefore, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would never obtain the claimed invention (as recited in claims 1 
and 18) even if Logan were combined with Noreen as suggested in the final rejection. 



Assuming, arguendo, that Logan's programming format could be considered to be 
broadcast, there still is no broadcast of "an identifier that uniquely identifies the advertisement" 
nor receipt of "a quantity of electronic indications from persons who observe the advertisement, 
wherein the indications indicate interest in the product, and wherein the indications reference the 
identifier," as recited in claim 1. Logan merely teaches charging a fee based on selection of the 
advertisement for play as well as possibly duration of play time for the advertisement. This 
content selection is made before the user ever "observes" the advertisement and provides no 
specific indication of interest in the product being advertised, because at the time of the 
selection, the user has not yet observed the advertisement to be able to develop an interest in 
whatever is being advertised. 



b. 



Logan Does Not Charge Fees Based on the Claimed 
Electronic Indications 
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Further, there is no reference in Logan to a user interaction with the broadcaster to reflect 
interest, as claimed, involving selection of an identifier. At most, Logan teaches charging 
advertising fees based upon a user selecting programming and possibly linking advertising based 
upon the programming content. Any electronic indication sent by the user of the system 
disclosed in Logan is a before-the-fact, general content decision, not an "electronic indication 
from persons who observe the advertisement" itself 

This deficiency in Logan highlights a significant aspect of the present invention over the 
prior art and one that Logan itself acknowledges, thus suggesting that Logan actually teaches 
away from the claimed invention. One drawback to broadcast advertising is that users have not 
previously been capable of interacting with advertising to show interest in a given advertisement 
or product being advertised. An entire industry has developed surrounding broadcast content 
(both television and radio) to assess user interest in broadcast programming and thus to charge 
advertising accordingly based upon peak exposure. Applicants' methods allow for broadcasters, 
and possibly more importantly advertisers, to get direct feedback regarding the broadcast 
advertisement, so that a fee can be assessed based on the success of the advertisement, not the 
success of the content. Even Logan suffers from this deficiency in that advertising fees are still 
tied to the program content. 

Such information can also be usefiil to broadcasters, because if certain advertisements are 
not generating user interest, a broadcaster likely would want to remove the unsuccessful 
advertising just as much as it would desire to remove unsuccessful programming. Accordingly, 
there simply can be no charging of a fee for "for broadcasting. . .wherein the fee is based on the 
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quantity of indications that are received" when there is no broadcast in Logan as mentioned 
above, nor is there any quantity of indications being received in Logan by users who "observe" 
the advertisement. 

As explained above, the combination of Noreen and Logan would not result in an 
advertising fee charging method as claimed because Logan does not charge based upon the type 
of electronic indication, as claimed in the present application. Logan charges fees based on an 
entirely different regime based on content selection. If the type of electronic indication is 
different, which Applicants assert it is, the fee cannot be charged "based on the quantity of 
indications" as claimed. Accordingly, claim 1 and its dependent claims 2, 3, and 5 are allowable 
over the cited art of record. 

Claim 1 8 contains similar recitations regarding broadcasting and identifiers and, thus, for 
reasons similar those to those regarding claim 1, the combination of Logan and Noreen can not 
result in the invention recited in claim 18. It should be noted, moreover, that claim 18 also 
includes an even more specific type of electronic indication, namely a "wireless order message" 
for which there is no analog in Logan. Although Noreen teaches use of an order message, there 
is no discussion whatsoever of charging a fee based upon the number of order messages 
received. As explained above, because the fee charging method taught in Logan involves a very 
different kind of content providing environment, any combination of Noreen with Logan would 
not result in the method of claim 1 8. 

Additionally, the Examiner originally asserted in the Office Action of May 13, 2004 that 
"Logan teaches charging the sponsor a fee for the wireless order message received to buy the 



U.S. Application Serial No.: 09/867,687 
Art Unit: 1764 



Attorney's Docket No.: XMS-102 

Page 11 



product of the sponsor" and referred to col. 21, lines 33-37, asserting that the royalty fee is the 
commission. Now, in the Final Office Action, the Examiner admits that this reference was 
mistaken and asserts that the advertising fee is the sponsor fee, allegedly discussed in the same 
passage. Either way. Applicant still respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's characterization 
as the advertising fee discussed in the cited passage has nothing to do with "charging the sponsor 
a fee for the wireless order message received to buy the product of the sponsor." The passage 
referenced by the Examiner deals with, as described above, charging a fee for playing of the 
adverdisement itself and is silent regarding any product order placed by a user. Accordingly, 
claim 18 and its dependent claim 19 are each allowable over the cited art of record. 



In addition to not resulting in the claimed invention, there also is no motivation to 
combine these two references in the first place. Although essentially intertwined with the 
argument above, Noreen and Logan involve disparate kinds of content providing environments. 
A problem with a system like Noreen and other broadcast environments, such as that related to 
the present invention, is the general lack of interaction between user and content provider. Such 
interaction is inherently built into a system as described in Logan and it is this very inherent 
interaction the Examiner erroneously equates to the claimed electronic indications claimed in 
claim 1 . 

In order to receive content as described in Logan, an Internet or otherwise network-based 
system a user must inform the system as to what content he/she desires. This built-in interaction 
allows for an advertising fee solution as described in Logan because information is already being 



2. 



There Is Insufficient Motivation to Combine Noreen with 
Logan 
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transmitted back and forth between the user and the content provider. But this fee solution is 
unrelated to the problem encountered with broadcast systems. In fact, Logan actually still suffers 
from the same deficiencies because it does not actually get feedback based on the advertisement 
itself, it only receives feedback on what type of content or category of advertisement a user 
desires. 

Both Noreen and the present invention deal with an entirely different problem, namely 

the lack of interaction between the user and the content provider regarding a specific 

advertisement broadcast to users. As the Examiner has duly noted, Noreen is silent regarding 

charging of fees in a broadcast environment with the fairly new feature of interaction with the 

user. Because the broadcast environment deals with different issues than that of the system of 

Logan, and in fact Logan is also deficient in this same area, one of skill in the art would have no 

motivation to combine the fee system of Logan with the broadcast system of Noreen. 

Accordingly, the rejection must also fail for lack of proper motivation. 

C. The § 103 Rejection of Claim 4 as Unpatentable over Noreen, Logan, 
and Crosby Fails for at Least the Same Reasons as the Rejection of 
Claim 1 

Regarding the rejection of claim 4 as unpatentable in view of Noreen and Logan, further 
in view of Crosby, Crosby does not overcome any of the deficiencies described above with 
respect to Noreen and Logan. Accordingly claim 4 is allowable for at least the same reasons as 
claim 1 . 
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D. The § 103 Rejection of Claim 11 Fails for Similar Reasons as Those 
Related to Claims 1 and 18 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1 1-17 as being unpatentable over the combination of 
Noreen, Steele, Logan and Crosby, Applicants assert that claim 1 1 contains similar limitations as 
claim 1 with respect to broadcasting of advertisements and charging of fees. Based upon similar 
argument as provided above with respect to claim 1 , claim 1 1 is allowable over the asserted 
combination as none of Noreen, Crosby or Steele overcomes the above-described deficiencies 
associated with Logan. 

E. The § 103 Rejection of Claims 6-10 as Unpatentable Over Noreen and 
Parrella is Improper Because the Asserted Combination Would Not 
Result in the Claimed Invention 

Regarding the rejection of claims 6-10 as being unpatentable over Noreen in view of 
Parrella, Applicants respectfully disagree at least with the Examiner's characterization of the 
teachings of Parrella. The Examiner asserts that Parrella teaches comparing the first quantity of 
electronic indications with the second quantity of electronic indications and bases this assertion 
on the disclosure in col. 1, lines 60-67+ that refers to statistical profiles. Claim 6 specifically 
recites "receiving a first quantity of electronic indications from persons who observe the first 
advertisement" and "receiving a second quantity of electronic indications from persons who 
observe the second advertisement." Parrella teaches utilizing demographic data in the form of 
statistical profiles to allow advertisers to select appropriate time slots to reach the most desired 
target audience for that particular advertisement. (Parrella, col. 1, line 60 - col. 2, line 10.) 

Parrella is silent regarding receiving indications from persons who observe the actual 
advertisement. The statistical profiles in Parrella merely comprise general data regarding 



U.S. Application Serial No.: 09/867,687 
Art Unit: 1764 



Attorney's Docket No.: XMS-102 

Page 14 



demographics of people who visit a venue (which in this case would be similar to having 
information regarding the typical listeners to a certain broadcast station as is one of the noted 
drawbacks of typical advertising fee systems), but is in no way linked to the specific 
advertisement and interest specifically generated by that advertisement and accounted for by the 
system. Id. 

The Examiner argues in the Final Office Action on page 4 that the profiles are equivalent 
because "[t]he only way the interests of said persons can be determined is by causing said 
persons to generate responses related to their interests." To begin with, this statement is not 
accurate simply because the type of demographic information discussed in Parrella does not 
necessarily nor even likely have anything to do with user interest in an advertisement; it is 
merely generalized information about a class of users. For example, advertisers generally covet 
the 1 8-45 age range and attempt to advertise based upon placement within programming that 
appeals to that demographic. The advertisers never know anything specific about any individual 
viewer/listener interest in a specific advertisement based on this type of information. 

Even if the Examiner's statement were true, the combination of Parrella with Noreen still 
would not result in the method of claim 6. Claim 6 recites a specific type of electronic indication 
fi-om a user that "indicate interest in the first advertisement, and wherein the first quantity of 
electronic indications reference the first identifier." Similar language is included regarding the 
second advertisement. Even if the information of Parrella were gathered as suggested by the 
Examiner, there still is no link between the user and particular interest in the specific 
advertisement, nor is there any reference to an identifier. Parrella is at best a manner of targeting 
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advertising based on statistical profiles unrelated to any specific advertisement, but it certainly 
has nothing to do with the type of interest information recited in claim 6. Accordingly, claim 6 
and its associated dependent claims are allowable over the cited art of record. 
F. Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, it is respectfully asserted that the pending claims of the 
present application cannot be made obvious by the art of record because the combinations set 
forth by the Examiner do not result in the claimed invention. In addition, at least the 
combination of Noreen and Logan lacks proper motivation for combination of the references. 
Accordingly, the Board should be overturned the present rejections. Reversal of the outstanding 
rejections of record and allowance of the claims of this application is respectfully requested. 



VIII. LISTING OF CLAIMS 

(See Appendix A) 

IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

(See Appendix B) - Webster's II New College Dictionary for definition of the term 
"broadcast." 

X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

(None.) 
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APPENDIX A 

isting of Claims: 

1 . (Original) A method for charging advertising fees, comprising the steps of: 



(a) broadcasting an advertisement for a sponsor in a broadcast, wherein the 
broadcast includes an identifier that uniquely identifies the advertisement and at least one 
of the sponsor of the advertisement and a product advertised in the advertisement; 

(b) receiving a quantity of electronic indications fi"om persons who observe the 
advertisement, wherein the indications indicate interest in the product, and wherein the 
indications reference the identifier; and 

(c) charging the sponsor a fee for broadcasting the advertisement, wherein the fee 
is based on the quantity of indications that are received. 

2. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the identifier identifies a time at 
which and a channel on which the advertisement was broadcast. 

3. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the step of receiving electronic 
indications comprises receiving one of wireless messages requesting more information 
about the product and wireless messages requesting to purchase the product. 

4. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the step of receiving electronic 
indications comprises receiving downloads of the identifiers at a central hub. 



A-1 
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5. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the step of broadcasting comprises 
broadcasting from at least one satellite. 

6. (Original) A method for evaluating the effectiveness of two broadcast 
advertisements comprising the steps of: 

(a) broadcasting a first advertisement including a first identifier; 

(b) receiving a first quantity of electronic indications from persons who observe 
the first advertisement, wherein the first quantity of electronic indications indicate 
interest in the first advertisement, and wherein the first quantity of electronic indications 
reference the first identifier; 

(c) broadcasting a second advertisement including a second identifier; 

(d) receiving a second quantity of electronic indications from persons who 
observe the second advertisement, wherein the second quantity of electronic indications 
indicate interest in the second advertisement, and wherein the second quantity of 
electronic indications reference the second identifier; and 

(e) comparing the first quantity with the second quantity. 

7. (Original) The method of claim 6, wherein the first advertisement and the 
second advertisement are the same, and wherein the step of broadcasting the first 
advertisement occurs at a different time of day than the step of broadcasting the second 
advertisement. 
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8. (Original) The method of claim 6, wherein the first advertisement and the 
second advertisement are the same, and wherein the step of broadcasting the first 
advertisement occurs on a different channel than the step of broadcasting the second 
advertisement. 

9. (Original) The method of claim 6, wherein the first advertisement and the 
second advertisement are different, wherein the first advertisement is broadcast at a 
particular time of day and on a certain channel, and wherein the second advertisement is 
broadcast at the particular time of day and on the certain channel. 

10. (Original) The method of claim 6, wherein the step of broadcasting a first 
advertisement and the step of broadcasting a second advertisement comprise broadcasting 
fi-om at least one satellite. 

1 1 . (Original) A method for charging advertising fees comprising the steps of: 

(a) broadcasting an advertisement of a sponsor; 

(b) broadcasting a unique program identifier with the advertisement; 

(c) recording the unique program identifier in memory devices in response to 
users' indicating interest in the advertisement; 
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(d) downloading the unique program identifier from the memory devices to a 
central hub; and 

(e) charging the sponsor for each unique program identifier that is downloaded. 

12. (Original) The method of claim 11, wherein step (d) comprises downloading 
the unique program identifier fi-om an embedded memory device to a portable device via 
one of a wireless and a temporary wired connection and employing the portable device to 
effect the downloading. 

13. (Original) The method of claim 12, wherein the portable device is a personal 
digital assistant. 

14. (Original) The method of claim 12, wherein the wireless link is one of an 
infrared link and a radio frequency link. 

15. (Original) The method of claim 1 1, further comprising the steps of: 
presenting a second advertisement of the sponsor on the central hub; 
receiving click-through commands fi-om users to activate the second 

advertisement; 

launching an order screen of the second advertisement that presents a product for 

sale; 
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passing the unique program identifier to the order screen; 
accepting an order for the product and associating the order with the unique 
program identifier; and 

charging the sponsor a commission on the order. 

16. (Original) The method of claim 11, further comprising the steps of: 
presenting a second advertisement of a second sponsor on the web site; 
receiving click-through conmiands from users to activate the second 

advertisement; 

launching an order screen of the second advertisement that presents a product for 

sale; 

passing the unique program identifier to the order screen; 
accepting an order for the product and associating the order with the unique 
program identifier; and 

charging the second sponsor a commission on the order. 

17. (Original) The method of claim 11, wherein the step of broadcasting an 
advertisement and the step of broadcasting a unique program identifier comprise 
broadcasting from at least one satellite. 

18. (Original) A method for charging advertising fees comprising the steps of: 
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(a) broadcasting an advertisement associated with a plurality of sponsors; 

(b) broadcasting a unique program identifier with the advertisement; 

(c) receiving a wireless order message to buy a product of a sponsor of the 
plurality of sponsors, wherein the wireless order message references the unique program 
identifier; and 

(d) charging the sponsor a fee for the wireless order message received to buy the 
product of the sponsor. 

19. (Original) The method of claim 18, wherein the step of broadcasting an 
advertisement and the step of broadcasting a unique program identifier comprise 
broadcasting from at least one satellite. 



20-72. (Canceled) 
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Webster's II 

New College Dictionary 



Houghton Mifflin Company 
Bomm * New York 
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broach' • bromide 



r^^stuig m«m. ^ A mi^^. narrow d.i=tl. 4. a tnni fer feJdZ 
Document#: 132i e*. i- ...hjcci) lor dta^^^ ulk.b^„bX^: 

Jtc^^! With 2 hmtik *- broach 'er n 

b«wu:h* Ibr^h) v^j. 6? bnwichtti brottcli.ing, brcm^Jj^c* 

"^^p^*'^' tt^AKssVi. i^icKfin, &r.*crous cq?^ 

.-aear^r*^^ : brijejTS expanse <s i;rrh3u^, ^ 



^^^^ L J » ? »jtj3 & WIGS, ainjcg Rsatt 

mate iwcf 3 »,idc ifP4 <imiiidcm m^ji> X To tKT.-(W tm^k 

f J«l*n?u«| signal 3L A T^io <ti pmi?im. - o^f. 

S nfu^S torS*^'*^ '^^^ ^"'^ '^'^^''^^'^^^^ lifcenassim 

^^tsH? ^^^^'^i^'.*':- ^- 'i^''^^^:^' :«mr^4 we<:aeti 

!«ciKmi; broad or htiiidez. - brtwd'c^^ « 

broad gawge ^i. a r^iiras3 mc.h wider rhaa s:ai>ltv^ aaiire 
S.TJSfX?^'^^^'^^^^- I. Hiving. hK;^g,^ug^TlW.i. 

brpad funw ». a JoE^g jumpL 

^^'-^'^^ ^^^-'^ -^'^^ 

^Sr^^^ '"^'"^ ^ ''^^^^^ ' ^^^^ A 
mit^ ?^Ut&"g.J*>. o; pntdi^CKd oei Broadway < Mrtiadwu^ 



OTjgJ A bexvy iiibtk m^trwimii with a sieh, raised diesis" 
-cnd.cd, H^d'ing, -c^d««, 1^ wtAVi hioitdi. 
br<K:*a.tel ^i^o hroc>a*teJ1e {kO^ Vtci^ \H brm-^v 
U3 . .HfCcciir^Yv ^m. ^ ^'OCtati*, k<»wd^'.j A fjferjt seaKi-fe^ Mi- 
cad? b,^i i.itl: a mm ii^^iy f^is«d, dw^n. 

teage ttip, dim. oi Sf?5Ci:iji sboyt. -^^t^. amcf^h] h A pkiit ■ 

.pcen1*&. £W3f hc^il. 1. Ts^t Jbwcr htyd the teiili.. ^a,. 

'^Ji^ll^v diwiffcd 5«rn fxid!. hi« t>^^d. 

scvn-aJ.srn^n deer <ij rh« ^auis /^^.V'i^ffol ^«!| Afjseisi. u-rh j 
s^ii^MJichsd bonis. ' 

brogue iM^ /J. ilr. and Scv Ci*i, brj^, C^. hxi^a^ 3ht*t U a A 
afjin' ftttiC^, fipc€ u-itoi in Smrl^ and rrtlaid b^" A ^Uarr<..^ 

bT0i.<lcr tei'd»Tj t-i. •aer^4 -der.iujs, .ders, T<.^,.ii. 

broiJ* i^f^jtl) broiled, broiMtis, broil*. 1M£ trafe - . 

Tr> tome hailed. 5. The arst^r^:. crl brcilmR, J. Sorr.nJ 

broil- Oittm\)r? \< «hs. fejt^i/, tu feriw-l < ME < OFr tim-- 

A ?autOU3 quiTid: : srawl, ~ t.^^ broiled. bmkl.iin«, hroiK 

broU^tfrprot^krj i. Oiit teb. 2. a ^^1 ^v. . 
^m\hm. b. pe ^trt td u si^vt used iisr teliuit A vuunp sfliu ^ 

broke ihtm iidl [Al^esaesurs o) BROAtKi mfv^ins.'. Com=>J» 

ptic^s i 5«>TJt.«is. 2. Noi u;sheid ; ^UaCto <6jcj|*n proinir*- 
Us^ompieje i tMxn,<;a:jn- -i. Diiwjw^nfJ^ii t touted <biokjji ti«^-: 

<iu'vkai mim> i:, Inr^mhs arsd U3>ri^. bj^p^^it Imm kin,. 
^. HmnhitG 5 ^bduM. «t. Tm!ted jati u^incd. 18, i;}?hauisttd 

Not iuncj^iiij^ :: j,Kc^3.^r;vt. -bro^keo-ly tf^fi. -bro^fc.. 

bro-kcu-idawn ^M^'k^zx^m'} cdL I. N.x in Wi>rfe|t^(irdcr. ^ 

lircifecn home A family wkicj pisrmts d iVf^rccd 
broken wutd nr^vii^ 5 

brother ifer6^^?«r| n. rME< AN ferxKifi;) |, Qa- tl^^si 
!»« otis«:$ jti r^giwij?uig conEf^iji, puKrijssvS, <jr ssi?$, 3, A itotU^ 

bT^^ker.agt? fh:»'l::YnD :t 3. Ifsf businos d brt-br J, A V 

bto-nmte ri'm'mir'? rj. A jj|r of brcrn^c +cjd. -1=1 ■mm^,<i 
-inat.iii|,. -t«ait«!f. i. To ma ia ^miaast] chtmii:dh wit|j ? I. 
^fmi^. ^ To cnaihiistf $i.bsr4aC€ii cstrarjic^Jiv wish ferci(bi«f„ 

01.} A <iH5)c 5<Diis aMffiicj, w?i;h J^ckjcki^ bese. drei di<^ 

IiU.3t£: tit =h? to^If^^ccj^. mMiti» the ptn^t^iF^Of , sL* 
bfO*mide (hm'juiJ'^ r l. a ^niiy sompman*? r| brCcairtr. 2. 
m& biixiuiit^. have ^eti mi;d rat^icint!! V 3cdarive$, I M - 

a rat ,|(^^y iircaf^? i (ath^r e^ei, ^. he Ku- w:hf£b ~t ^t- 
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